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ABSTRACT * 1^ 

\ The^ author argues that ,a compoQ en t i al analysis 
Russian case desinences is possible and u^ful^ and that it 
cimsequently deserves a place in the linguistic analysis of 
0<mteii^rary Standard Russian*. The basic assumptions of the 
author *s theory are: first, that^ the neaning of cases reflectii 
primarily the rela;ti^ of substantives, to the action indicated by 
verbs <any relevance to syntax is s^cmdary) , and s«:ond, that all 
values of semantic variables <ite|ii^^ irithin a paradigm) are 
subordinated to certain unifying principles an^ consequently are more 
or less h<^K>^fieou8. .Because of tib^qs two assuppticms, the author 
maintains that the case system of C^tes^orary Standard Russian can 
be descnribed as an orthogonal paradigm each term is defined by 

<me value' of each dimei^iim .and all possible <K^mbinatiC|is of values 
are represented* .The author summarized his obsenmtiona on the 
primary semantic functions of Russian cases and includes t^e theories 
of several other linguists for c^pairistHi. A char^ illustrating the 
author* sj or thogonal analysis of ^e Ruesiai^ case systest is provided* 
(Author/VM) 
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COMPONENTIAt ANALYSI. 
OF THE RUSSIAN CASE SYSTEM 
Zdenek P. Oliverius 



This paper is intended as a contribution 
to the study of the semantic structure of th.e 
Contemporary Standard Russian Case Systea. The 
essay will argue that a componcntial analysis of 
Russian case desinences is possible and useful, 
and thmt It • consequently deserves a place in 
the linguistic analysis of Contemporary Standard 
Russian. 

1. RUSSIAH CASES 

Various linguists appraached the problem 
of cases from various points of view, restricting 
themselves to the morphology of declensional 
desinences, focussing their attention bn case 
uses, studying the historical development of 
cases etc. During the last few decades a quest 
for the semantic structure of case systems of 
different languages has figured prominently in 
articles and books describing Indo-European and 
other languages. 

The real differences of opinion among linguists 
devoting their attention to the synchronic study 
of cases, if one separates from mere terminological 
differences, are concerned irith the problem of 
relevant semantic components, 6»?8amtbedeutung, 
etc. Some authors (Jakobson 1936 and 1958, 
Hjelmslev 1936-7. Marel 1962, ete.> aim at 
discovering a unified meaning for each of jthe 
eases within a case system, while others 
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(Kuryiowicz 1949-1960, de Groot 1956, etc.) 
reject the possibility of a unified meaning an4 
restrict themselves to enumeration and classifi-* 
cation of the uses of cases. 

One of the more recent attempts (Ch.J. Fillmore 
1968) stresses two assumptions as essential to the . 
development of the argument: the first of these 
being the cent rail ty of syntax and the second 
one the importance of covert categories. 

It is not the intention of this paper, 
however , to examine the history of case studies , 
but rather to elucidate a few points connected 
with the quest for sets of relevant semantic 
components and to devote some attention to the 
interconnection between the system of Russian 
cases on the one , hand and prepositions and 
prefixes on the other , 



2. DETERMINING THE UNIVERSE 

The problem ot determining the universe of 
a case system may seem very simple if we approach 
it from the plane of expression (or formally 
organized paradigms). But even If this approach 
is adopted (Jakobson 1936 and 1958> Mares 1962, 
etc. ) some inconsistencies are likely to appear. 
Apart from a rather general tendency to exclude 
the vocative, agreement is lacking on the status 
of nominative which is sometimes excluded from', 
the system on the basis of being fully unmarked. 
There Is also no general' agreement on the two 
genitives and twd locatives in Russian. 

On the other hand, if the plan^ of content 
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Is ^ade the polat of departure for the study of 

the case system, serious porblems earerge 

Imsediately . In his, study, intended as ^'a 

contribution to the study of formal and sub^ ' 

stantlve syntactic universal^^" Xh« Fillmore 

(1968) argUBs that **the explanatory value of 

a universal system of deep-structure cases is 

of a syntactic and not (merely) a morphological 

nature". According ^to this interpretalton the 

case notion comprises "a set of universal » 

pTresumably Innate, concepts which identify 

certain typ^s .of judgements human beings are 

capable of making about the events that are 

going on around them". The case system then 
appears to include cases like; Agentive, 

Instrumental, Dative, Factitive, Locative and 

Objective. Xhe enumeration ends with a remark 

that additional cases will surely be needed* 

Turning, now to the question of relevancy of the 

universe determined in this way, perhaps the 

first and most obvious observation to make is 

that these '''cases*^ extend far beyond the limits 

of case systems in traditional grammars* 

To say that in *US* John broke the window'^ 

the subject is an Agent and In "19* A h^fttter 

broke the window"^ it is an 'instrument , 

is perhaps a statement about' 

classes of^lexemes but certainly not about 

.^cases* The Interpretaiton of the case frames 

which may or may not accept certain verbs 

(see - show) is another example of assigning 

features, connected with case positions, to 

cases themselves. It is difficult to believe 



that the subjects in sentences He sees - He 
shows are Agentive and Dative Respectively • 
The difference alluded to is a difference in 
semantic components of the two verbs .**see" and' 
"show** and has nothing to do (directly) with 
the case system* What actually would be the 
Instrument or Factitive or Objective in the 
following Russian sentences: Oh nrpaer sa/ibc 
(He is playing a waits); Oh nrpaer nepeyio cHpHnny 
^ffe plays first violin);. Oh nrpaer na CHpMfiHe 
(He plays a violin): Oh nrpaer cribiMHOfi 
<He is playing with a bow)* 

3. CASE OPPOSITIONS 

The general agreement on. case oppositions 
seems to encompass nominative^ accusative and 
genitive* Apart, from this partial consensus » 
however, no striking s4»4*arities in treatment 
of case opposition can be found in recent works 
on case systems. Unfortunately there are some 
additional differences of opinion among 
linguists when it comes to the semantic 
interpretation of case oppositions* The opposi- 
tion of cas grammatical vs* cas concrets 
(Kuryiowicz 1949 - 1960) interp^reted as contrarl- 
;^ness of morphemes devoid of any semantic 
function and morphemes endowed with meaning is 
utterly unacceptable because the idea of empty 
morphemes is irreconcilable with the character 
of natural languages as sign systems. 

Assuming that the basic opposition nominative 
- iaccusatlve is valid, I feel that it may serve 
as a basis' for looking into the system of 



oppositions of the Russian case system with 
reference to some concrete examples^ 

There is a certain parallelism between the 
oppositions nominative - genitive and accusative 
-genitive C^tSHM^ yMeHMKOS - HTeHne KHnr: 
genitlvus sublectlv^us' - genltivus oblectivtts) 
indicating a rather close relation of the three 
cases in Russian reflecting thus the Indo* 
European situation as described by Kuryiovlcz 
(1949, 1960): ''La triade des cas grammaticaux 
est le vrai syst^me des cas indoeuropeens ^ elle 
en represente I'oss^ture, a laquelle sont attaches 
d*une fa9on assez lache, les cas concrets*'. The 
adverbal character of both nominative and accusati 
as opposed to the adnomlnal character of the 
Russian genitive Is not relevant synchronlcally ♦ 

Turning now to the opposition nominative 
- instrumental, perhaps the first observation 
to make is that they partially overlap, both 
indicating the originator of the aciton expressed 
by the verb. But for a clearer understanding 
of the nominative - instrumental relationship 
It is Important to notice the restricted 
character of the latter: 

Coiiflar ero - Oh 6y/i ySnr co/iflaroM; Hy/iB 

ydMiia ero - Dh dbi/i yfinr ny./ieni Co/iflar yfin/i ero 
ny/iefis Ero yfin/io ny/iefij Bpar 6y;i 6oiieH - Bpar 
sepHy/icfl 6oiibHbiM| Oh yHMxe/ib - Oh pafioTaer 
ysMTe^eM; Hasan, CynHbiM coko/i, pMHy/ics na 
spara Haaan OyHHyn coko/iom pnHy/iCR na %^ara. 
In all of these examples the Instrumental 
indicates some kind of restriction. In the 
sentence Coflflaf ySn^ aro ny/ien the Instru- 



.Rental signifies that nynn does not participate 
fully in the action described^ in sentences 
Bpar sepHy/icfi tonhHtm and Oh pa6oTaeT yHMTe/ien 
the restriction is temporal or cir cuMStantlal. 
The instrumental in ergatlve sentences like 
Oh 612I/1 yfiMT GO/ijiaTOf'] Is in obvious connection 
with sarkers of passiveness and the shift of 
interlocutors* attention from the agens to the 
patiens • 

The above rather scattered observations on 
the opposition nominative - instrumental are 
strikingly -similar to what can be detected in 
the oppositions accusative - dative and genitive 
- partltivei yHMTb cthxm • yiiMTbCfi n^iBnaiw^^Bi 
tlafia nopyHM/ia flersM rere ijaiie- xosejcfl . 

cnatb; B FpyaMM b BMfle/i .4|^opKy nafl - H sbinM/i 
HaoiHy naio; Oh saHMnaeTcjf npoMSBOflCTBon 
caxapa - Oh Kynn^ hm/io caxap*'. The Instrumental 
dative and partitive are marked members of the 
opposition limitation or restriction. 

Locative, prepositional and vocative share 
one common feature, standing In opposition to 
all other cases ^ namely* zero paxtlcipatlon in 
the action expressed by predicate* The vocative 
and locative y for obvious reasons , do. not need * 
any fur er argumentation, but it may be 
appropriate to point out that substantives. in 
the prepositional case in Contemporary Standard, 
Russian are always separated from the ^verb by. 
prepositions retaining at least some residual 
compdnents indicating spatial, temporal etc. 
distance, and dissociating the substantive from 
the intrinsic sphere tof the action denoted by 



the verb. 



4. THE SYSTEM OF RUSSJU1|,J5ASES 

Serious dlfficultrtef are encountereil when 
one tries to Interpret semantlcally the oppo- 
sitions found. la-^ny particular language. 
Interpretations offered so far oscillate between 
ratlier abstract and very concrete notions*. 

R. Jakobson (1936) distinguishes four types 
of cases: Bezugskasus^ Umf angskasus- Randkasus 
and Gestaltungskasus » treating the more basic 
eleaents as unmarked C^h^. nominative is fully 
unmarked). It should be mentioned that Jakobson' 
case features are slnglevalued rather than binary 
each of the. characteristic features is either * 
present or" absent. Later on R. Jakobson (1958) 
reduced the number of distinctive features essen- 
tial for an adequate description of the case 
system^in "Cion temporary Standard Russian from four 
to three '*sem^tic marks'*. , The cases in Russian 
are thus '^grouped Into classes each of which is 
characterized by the presence vs^ absence of 
a particular semantic mark: 1) quantifiers 
(Genitive, Locative) focussing upon the extent 
to which the entity takes part in the message , 
vs. non-quantlflers; 2) directional cases 
(Accusative, Dative) , signalizing the goal of 
an event, vr. non-dlrectional; 3) marginal cases 
(Instrumetnal, Dative, Locative), assigning to 
the entity an accessory place In the message vs, 
non-marginal.^' nominative is treated In much 
the same way as in R. Jakobson 's ^tlcle pub-^ 
lished in TCLP (1936) as* fully unmarked. 



F. Mares (1962) distinguishes between two 
vaxlableJ aspectus and ptosis with two and three 
values respectively (statlcus*dynainicus ; 
recta - iungen« - socians). L. Hjelmslev 
( 1936-1937) using terips like rapprochement , 

repos^ elolgnetttent* comes back to one rather old 

- * ^ - 

and often attacked but still not successfully 
disproved conception. 

One can hardly disagree with Skalicka*s 
(1950) assertion that all case systems suggested 
so far are lacking homogeneity and adequacy of 
criteria used for semantic classification . 
There are compelling reasons for asking questions 
like: Should all the values of semantic variables 
(like case) form a unified^ homogeneous system? 
In other words should cases be viewed upon as 
a complex of loosely connected elements or as 
a cohesive system? Another question and perhaps 
an even more serious one that arises concerns ' 
the relation between the semantic components of 
cases and reality: Is there any . such relation 
al all? What aspect of reality Is reflected? 

There are two assumplflons I wish to make 
explicit; 1) The meaning of cases reflects 
primarily the relation of subs tan t Ives to the 
action indicated by verbs (any relevance to 
syntax is secondary)* 2) All values of semantic 
variables (Items within a paradigm) are subor- 
dinated to certain unifying principles and 
consequently are more or leas homogeneous* 

If these two assumptions can be accepted, 
the case system, of Contemt»orary Standard Russian 
can be described as orthogonal paradigm where 



each term Is defined by one value of each dimension 
and all possible combinations of values are repre- 
sented. Note that. orthogonal analysis ^ which 
is ra£her rare in less central s^^^'-systems , is 
possible in the description of cases in Contempo- 
. rary Standard Russian perhaps because of the 
undisputed centrallty of cases within the whole 
system of Russian. 

In this section I wish to summerlze the 
^P.SSiH^^io'^s on the primary semantic functions 
of Russian cases. All case oppositions in 
Contemporary Standard Russian are apparently 
organized along '^j axes. One of them can be 
described as nominative - ergative , denoting 
the relation of the entity (indicated by the 
substantive) to the 'action as far as motion and 
direction is concerned. This is the axis of the 
basic oppositlans: nominative - accusative - 
genitive. In addition tp this axis there is 
there is another one indicating to what extent 
the entity (expressed by the 8ubstantive)is 
effected; effected, etc. by the action. This 
is the axis of oppositions: nominative - Instru- 
emental - locative; accusative - dative - 

(Prepositional, 

\ 

The degree ot abstraction needed for 
establishing these two basic notions exceeds 
previous generalisations made in connection 
with case system analysis, ^ 

Inch of the semantic variables, functioning 
as relevant semantic components of Russian esses » 
has three values. From now on I will use the 
terms motion and scission for the two variables. 



The variable of .motion encdmpasees the following 
values: static - petitlye - cessatlve. The 
least marked member of these oppasltions Is 
"static" reflecting the inert, unmoved ^ jjuies cent 
character af the given entity, which also is 
the basis for the originative and locative uses. 
The petltive value is in direct oppo&itlon to 
- static,' conveying the r.eaning of af f ectedness , 
ef fcctednass , adjunction. Intention, etc* 
and leaving all leftover functions to the cessatlve 
value of motion, reflecting separation, dis- 
junction, etc. Occurences of the genitive in 
pyna 6paTa, nnn'ra ppara fall within the range 
of this interpretation. The variable of scission 
has three valeus: integer - fractional - 
extraneous. The least marked member of .these 
is the first one, indicating full participation 
of the entity, referred to by the substantive, 
in the action. The non-integer fractional scission 
conveys the notion of partiality or perlpherallty , 
leaving th€j left-over function of denoting no 
participation in action to the non-integer 
extraneous scission. 

The semantic structure of the case system 
in Contemporary Standard Russian can be described 

as a perfect paradigm wltli zero redundancy. . 

* 

Two trees showing the grouping of Russian cases 
according to different values of either motion 
or scission clearly indicate the possibilities 
of neutralisation and may help to explain some 
developmental trends, cf. the semantic (and 
formal) convergency of Locative and Prepositional. 
Genitive and Partitive, and also the syncretism 
of case forms . 
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The full paradigm of the Russian case system 
assumes the following form: 



CASE 


MOTION 


SCISSION 




Nominative 


+ 


+ 


.static -* integer 


Instrumental 






static - fractional 


Locative 


+ 


o 


static - extraneous 


Accusative 






petltive - Integer 


Dative 






petitlve - fractional 


Prepositional 




o 


petltive extraneous 


Genitive 


o 


+ 


cessatlve - Integer 


Partitive 


o 




cessatlve - fractional 


Vocative 


o 


o 


cessatlve - extraneous 



The high degree of abstraction allows 
for reconciliation of otherwise irreconcilable 
divergencies In interpretation of Individual 
case uses. The explication of Nomlnltlve as 
agens Is* incompatible with Its explication as 
patiensy but both can be /coveired by the notion 
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~Df "unmoved integrity" (in the center of a 
message). All the main uses of Instrumental can 
be expressed as the "unaffected but restricted*' 
center of a given message* The Locative, 
retaining the static value of motion while 
being fully separated . . action referred 

to by the verb, logicaxi.^ enough indicates the 
location where the action takes place. Some 
ppsslbillties of the semantic Interpretation 
of Accusative. Dative and Prepositional have 
been men^tioned earlier in this paper. The 
cessatlve value of the s. called Genitive 
ablative and Genitive in negative expressions 
is obvious. The so called possessive Genitive, 
part-whole Genitive, etc., indicate separation 
of an Included entity: flor-] oTua, Kpbiuja flor-ia* 
The distance - between Nominative and Vocative 
is actually smaller than it may seem from the 
"able above. Both values constituting 
the semant ic s tructure of Vocative along the 
axes of motion and scission are in a sense 
negating the dynamic and fractional values, 
which brings^ them rather close to the starting 
points: static and integer. 

In con elusion let me re turn to s ome 
recent descriptions 9f the Russian case system 
and compare them with the present suggestion . 
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The basis lor comparison can be found in 
the semantic similarity of components utilized 
in each particular system. Jakobson*s ^ 
Bezugskasus and .directional, Mares's aspectus 
dynamicus correspond wit.h the petitive motion; 
Jakobson^s Randkasus and peripheral non- 
limitatlonal, and Mares*s ptosis recta are 
comparable to the fractional scission* 
Jakob8on*8 Umfangskasus (not coinciding with 



Randcasus) and 11ml tational non-peripheral 
correspond with the cessatlve motion (there is 
no counterpart in Mares 's system). The rest 
is only partially overlapping. There are v^ry 
few incompatible differences between the present 
system and Jakobson's (1958) 
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